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broad mission to strengthen the U.S.
economy, and especially to improve
the competitiveness of the U.S. infor-
mation technology industry. In con-
ducting its computer security efforts,
NIST works closely with industry, Fed-
eral agencies, testing organizations,
standards groups, academia, and pri-
vate sector users.

Specifically, NIST works to improve
the awareness of the need for computer
security and conducts cutting-edge re-
search on new technologies and their
security implications and
vulnerabilities. NIST works to develop
security standards and specifications
to help users specify security needs in
their procurements and establish min-
imum-security requirements for Fed-
eral systems.

NIST develops and managers secu-
rity-testing programs, in cooperation
with private sector testing labora-
tories, to enable user to have con-
fidence that a product meets a security
specification. Finally, NIST produces
security guidance to promote security
planning, and secure system operations
and administration.

I have already mentioned NIST’s im-
portant role in standards development.
NIST has long been active in devel-
oping Federal cryptographic standards
and working in cooperation with pri-
vate sector voluntary standards orga-
nizations in this area. Recently, NIST
facilitated the worldwide competition
to develop a new encryption technique
that can be used to protect computer-
ized information, know as the Ad-
vanced Encryption Standard (AES),
which will serve 21st century security
needs.

Another aspect of NIST’s standards
activities concerns Public Key and Key
Management Infrastructures. The use
of cryptographic services across net-
works requires the use of ‘‘certificates’’
that bind cryptographic keys and other
security information to specific users
or entities in the network. NIST has
been actively involved in working with
industry and the Federal government
to promote the security and interoper-
ability of such infrastures.

Mr. Speaker, a wide array of tech-
nology organizations and the Adminis-
tration have recognized the need for
H.R. 2413 and to protect our nation’s
information technology security. I
urge my colleagues to stand with these
organizations and myself to take this
important step towards securing our
computer data and resources from ma-
licious attack. I urge passage of H.R.
2413.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I rise in strong support for H.R. 2413, the
Computer Security Enhancement Act of 2000.
This bill reinforces the role of the National In-
stitute of Standards and Technology (NIST) in
ensuring the security and privacy of federal ci-
vilian computer systems, and promotes the
use of technology solutions developed by the
private sector. The measure affirms NIST’s
role as the lead agency for creating and main-
taining standards for federal computer security
and emphasizes the need for protecting sen-

sitive information in federal databases and on
publicly accessible government Web sites.
The committee states that NIST should focus
on security issues that have emerged with the
rapid changes in computer technology since
passage of the Computer Security Act of
1987.

The bill authorizes $7 million in FY 2001,
and $8 million in FY 2002 for NIST to carry
out the measure, not including funds otherwise
specifically authorized.

This legislation comes in response to a
1999 General Accounting Office (GAO) report
that stated that, during the previous two years,
serious information security control weak-
nesses had been reported for most federal
agencies, and GAO recently gave the federal
government an overall grade of ‘‘D-minus’’ for
its computer security efforts.

The Computer Security Act of 1987 (P.L.
100–235) gave authority over computer and
communication security standards in federal
civilian agencies to the National Institute of
Standards and Technology (NIST). However,
the Science Committee notes that there have
been dramatic changes in computer tech-
nology since the 1987 Act, citing the prolifera-
tion of networked systems, the Internet and
Web access.

The bill authorizes NIST to provide guidance
and assistance—including risk identification—
to Federal agencies in the protection of infor-
mation technology infrastructure (except for
national security systems); provide information
on existing security and privacy guidelines to
promote compliance by Federal agencies; and
consult with agencies on incidences of unau-
thorized access to Federal computer systems.
The bill instructs NIST to develop measures to
assess the effectiveness of agencies’ privacy
programs, perform evaluations and promote
accreditation procedures for agency informa-
tion security programs. The bill also directs
NISt to report annually to Congress on its
evaluations of federal computer systems, the
use of commercially available security prod-
ucts by agencies, evaluations planned for the
next year and any recommendations resulting
from past evaluations.

The bill requires NIST to work with the
Computer System Security and Privacy Advi-
sory Board in setting standards and guidelines
for the security of federal computer systems
and to include the board’s recommendations
in Commerce Department reviews of proposed
standards, guidelines and regulations. The
measure authorizes $1 million in each of FY
2001 and FY 2002 for the board to hold public
meetings and publish reports and other rel-
evant information on emerging computer secu-
rity and cryptology issues. the board, made up
of representatives from industry, federal agen-
cies and outside experts, would report directly
to the science committees in the House and
Senate.

The measure prohibits NIST from creating
or enforcing any standards or policies relating
to computer systems outside the federal gov-
ernment.

I believe that this is an important step to
take in our effort to encourage computer net-
work security in the federal workplace.

However, I would advise that it is also im-
portant that the federal government develops
and maintain an adequate supply of computer
security professionals. We must be sure that
those who are entrusted with the network se-
curity of our nation’s interconnected computers

are dedicated and well trained information and
network security experts.

Far too often those who are assigned net-
work administrative functions, must share that
responsibility among other assigned task,
which might take precedence over their com-
puter system responsibilities. The computer
system is not deemed a priority unless access
to files and informational resources are de-
nied, then the systems specialist is expected
to respond quickly to address the problem and
restore service. The responsibility of network
security is to maintain the routine maintenance
of the system, which is vital to the smooth
overall functioning of a computer system.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HANSEN). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 2413, as amended.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
object to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

f

NATIONAL SCIENCE EDUCATION
ACT

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 4271) to establish and
expand programs relating to science,
mathematics, engineering, and tech-
nology education, and for other pur-
poses, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4271

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘National
Science Education Act’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

Congress finds the following:
(1) As concluded in the report of the Com-

mittee on Science of the House of Represent-
atives, ‘‘Unlocking Our Future Toward a
New National Science Policy’’, which was
adopted by the House of Representatives, the
United States must maintain and improve
its preeminent position in science and tech-
nology in order to advance human under-
standing of the universe and all it contains,
and to improve the lives, health, and free-
doms of all people.

(2) It is estimated that more than half of
the economic growth of the United States
today results directly from research and de-
velopment in science and technology. The
most fundamental research is responsible for
investigating our perceived universe, to ex-
tend our observations to the outer limits of
what our minds and methods can achieve,
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and to seek answers to questions that have
never been asked before. Applied research
continues the process by applying the an-
swers from basic science to the problems
faced by individuals, organizations, and gov-
ernments in the everyday activities that
make our lives more livable. The scientific-
technological sector of our economy, which
has driven our recent economic boom and led
the United States to the longest period of
prosperity in history, is fueled by the work
and discoveries of the scientific community.

(3) The effectiveness of the United States
in maintaining this economic growth will be
largely determined by the intellectual cap-
ital of the United States. Education is crit-
ical to developing this resource.

(4) The education program of the United
States needs to provide for 3 different kinds
of intellectual capital. First, it needs sci-
entists, mathematicians, and engineers to
continue the research and development that
are central to the economic growth of the
United States. Second, it needs techno-
logically proficient workers who are com-
fortable and capable dealing with the de-
mands of a science-based, high-technology
workplace. Last, it needs scientifically lit-
erate voters and consumers to make intel-
ligent decisions about public policy.

(5) Student performance on the recent
Third International Mathematics and
Science Study highlights the shortcomings
of current K–12 science and mathematics
education in the United States, particularly
when compared to other countries. We must
expect more from our Nation’s educators and
students if we are to build on the accom-
plishments of previous generations. New
methods of teaching science, mathematics,
engineering, and technology are required, as
well as better curricula and improved train-
ing of teachers.

(6) Science is more than a collection of
facts, theories, and results. It is a process of
inquiry built upon observations and data
that leads to a way of knowing and explain-
ing in logically derived concepts and theo-
ries. Mathematics is more than procedures
to be memorized. It is a field that requires
reasoning, understanding, and making con-
nections in order to solve problems. Engi-
neering is more than just designing and
building. It is the process of making com-
promises to optimize design and assessing
risks so that designs and products best solve
a given problem. Technology is more than
using computer applications, the Internet,
and programming. Technology is the innova-
tion, change, or modification of the natural
environment, based on scientific, mathe-
matical, and engineering principles.

(7) Students should learn science primarily
by doing science. Science education ought to
reflect the scientific process and be object-
oriented, experiment-centered, and concept-
based. Students should learn mathematics
with understanding that numeric systems
have intrinsic properties that can represent
objects and systems in real life, and can be
applied in solving problems. Engineering
education should reflect the realities of real
world design, and should involve hands-on
projects and require students to make trade-
offs based upon evidence. Students should
learn technology as both a tool to solve
other problems and as a process by which
people adapt the natural world to suit their
own purposes. Computers represent a par-
ticularly useful form of technology, enabling
students and teachers to acquire data, model
systems, visualize phenomena, communicate
and organize information, and collaborate
with others in powerful new ways. A back-
ground in the basics of information tech-
nology is essential for success in the modern
workplace and the modern world.

(8) Children are naturally curious and in-
quisitive. To successfully tap into these in-
nate qualities, education in science, mathe-
matics, engineering, and technology must
begin at an early age and continue through-
out the entire school experience.

(9) Teachers provide the essential connec-
tion between students and the content they
are learning. Prospective teachers need to be
identified and recruited by presenting to
them a career that is respected by their
peers, is financially and intellectually re-
warding, contains sufficient opportunities
for advancement, and has continuing access
to professional development.

(10) Teachers need to have incentives to re-
main in the classroom and improve their
practice, and training of teachers is essential
if the results are to be good. Teachers need
to be knowledgeable of their content area, of
their curriculum, of up-to-date research in
teaching and learning, and of techniques
that can be used to connect that information
to their students in their classroom.
SEC. 3. ASSURANCE OF CONTINUED LOCAL CON-

TROL.
Nothing in this Act may be construed to

authorize any department, agency, officer, or
employee of the United States to exercise
any direction, supervision, or control over
the curriculum, program of instruction, ad-
ministration, or personnel of any edu-
cational institution or school system.
SEC. 4. MASTER TEACHER GRANT PROGRAM.

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Director of
the National Science Foundation shall con-
duct a grant program to make grants to a
State or local educational agency, a private
elementary or middle school, or a consor-
tium of any combination of those entities,
for the purpose of hiring a master teacher
described in subsection (b).

(b) ELIGIBILITY.—In order to be eligible to
receive a grant under this subsection, a
State or local educational agency, private el-
ementary or middle school, or consortium
described in subsection (a) shall submit to
the Director a description of the relationship
the master teacher will have vis-a-vis other
administrative and managerial staff and the
State and local educational agency, the ratio
of master teachers to other teachers, and the
requirements for a master teacher of the
State or local educational agency or school,
including certification requirements and job
responsibilities of the master teacher. Job
responsibilities must include a discussion of
any responsibility the master teacher will
have for—

(1) development or implementation of
science, mathematics, engineering, or tech-
nology curricula;

(2) in-classroom assistance;
(3) authority over hands-on inquiry mate-

rials, equipment, and supplies;
(4) mentoring other teachers or fulfilling

any leadership role; and
(5) professional development, including

training other master teachers or other
teachers, or developing or implementing pro-
fessional development programs.

(c) ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTIVENESS.—The
Director shall assess the effectiveness of ac-
tivities carried out under this section.

(d) FUNDS.—
(1) SOURCE.—Grants shall be made under

this section out of funds available for the
National Science Foundation for education
and human resources activities.

(2) AUTHORIZATION.—There are authorized
to be appropriated to the National Science
Foundation to carry out this section
$50,000,000 for each of fiscal years 2001
through 2003.
SEC. 5. DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM AUTHOR-

IZED.
(a) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—
(A) GRANT PROGRAM.—The Director of the

National Science Foundation shall, subject
to appropriations, carry out a demonstration
project under which the Director awards
grants in accordance with this section to eli-
gible local educational agencies.

(B) USES OF FUNDS.—A local educational
agency that receives a grant under this sec-
tion may use such grant funds to develop a
program that builds or expands mathe-
matics, science, and information technology
curricula, to purchase equipment necessary
to establish such program, and to provide
professional development in such fields.

(2) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—The program
described in paragraph (1) shall—

(A) provide professional development spe-
cifically in information technology, mathe-
matics, and science; and

(B) provide students with specialized train-
ing in mathematics, science, and informa-
tion technology.

(b) ELIGIBLE LOCAL EDUCATIONAL AGEN-
CIES.—For purposes of this section, a local
educational agency or consortium of local
educational agencies is eligible to receive a
grant under this section if the agency or
consortium—

(1) provides assurances that it has executed
conditional agreements with representatives
of the private sector to provide services and
funds described in subsection (c); and

(2) agrees to enter into an agreement with
the Director to comply with the require-
ments of this section.

(c) PRIVATE SECTOR PARTICIPATION.—The
conditional agreements referred to in sub-
section (b)(1) shall describe participation by
the private sector, including—

(1) the donation of computer hardware and
software;

(2) the establishment of internship and
mentoring opportunities for students who
participate in the information technology
program; and

(3) the donation of higher education schol-
arship funds for eligible students who have
participated in the information technology
program.

(d) APPLICATION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—To apply for a grant under

this section, each eligible local educational
agency or consortium of local educational
agencies shall submit an application to the
Director in accordance with guidelines es-
tablished by the Director pursuant to para-
graph (2).

(2) GUIDELINES.—
(A) REQUIREMENTS.—The guidelines re-

ferred to in paragraph (1) shall require, at a
minimum, that the application include—

(i) a description of proposed activities con-
sistent with the uses of funds and program
requirements under subsection (a)(1)(B) and
(a)(2);

(ii) a description of the higher education
scholarship program, including criteria for
selection, duration of scholarship, number of
scholarships to be awarded each year, and
funding levels for scholarships; and

(iii) evidence of private sector participa-
tion and financial support to establish an in-
ternship, mentoring, and scholarship pro-
gram.

(B) GUIDELINE PUBLICATION.—The Director
shall issue and publish such guidelines not
later than 6 months after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.

(3) SELECTION.—The Director shall select a
local educational agency to receive an award
under this section in accordance with sub-
section (e) and on the basis of merit to be de-
termined after conducting a comprehensive
review.

(e) PRIORITY.—The Director shall give spe-
cial priority in awarding grants under this
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section to eligible local educational agencies
that—

(1) demonstrate the greatest ability to ob-
tain commitments from representatives of
the private sector to provide services and
funds described under subsection (c); and

(2) demonstrate the greatest economic
need.

(f) ASSESSMENT.—The Director shall assess
the effectiveness of activities carried out
under this section.

(g) STUDY AND REPORT.—The Director—
(1) shall initiate an evaluative study of eli-

gible students selected for scholarships pur-
suant to this section in order to measure the
effectiveness of the demonstration program;
and

(2) shall report the findings of the study to
Congress not later than 4 years after the
award of the first scholarship. Such report
shall include the number of students grad-
uating from an institution of higher edu-
cation with a major in mathematics, science,
or information technology and the number of
students who find employment in such fields.

(h) DEFINITION.—Except as otherwise pro-
vided, for purposes of this section, the term
‘‘eligible student’’ means a student enrolled
in the 12th grade who—

(1) has participated in an information tech-
nology program established pursuant to this
section;

(2) has demonstrated a commitment to
pursue a career in information technology,
mathematics, science, or engineering; and

(3) has attained high academic standing
and maintains a grade point average of not
less than 3.0 on a 4.0 scale for the last two
years of secondary school (11th and 12th
grades).

(i) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Science Foundation to carry
out this section, $3,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2003.

(j) MAXIMUM GRANT AWARD.—An award
made to an eligible local educational agency
under this section may not exceed $300,000.
SEC. 6. DISSEMINATION OF INFORMATION ON RE-

QUIRED COURSE OF STUDY FOR CA-
REERS IN SCIENCE, MATHEMATICS,
ENGINEERING, AND TECHNOLOGY
EDUCATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation shall, jointly with
the Secretary of Education, compile and dis-
seminate information (including through
outreach, school counselor education, and
visiting speakers) regarding—

(1) typical standard prerequisites for mid-
dle school and high school students who seek
to enter a course of study at an institution
of higher education in science, mathematics,
engineering, or technology education for
purposes of teaching in an elementary or sec-
ondary school; and

(2) the licensing requirements in each
State for science, mathematics, engineering,
or technology elementary or secondary
school teachers.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
the National Science Foundation to carry
out this section $5,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2003.
SEC. 7. REQUIREMENT TO CONDUCT STUDY

EVALUATION.
(a) STUDY REQUIRED.—The Director of the

National Science Foundation shall enter into
an agreement with the National Academies
of Sciences and Engineering under which the
Academies shall review existing studies on
the effectiveness of technology in the class-
room on learning and student performance,
using various measures of learning and
teaching outcome including standardized
tests of student achievement, and explore
the feasibility of one or more methodological

frameworks to be used in evaluations of
technologies that have different purposes
and are used by schools and school systems
with diverse educational goals. The study
evaluation shall include, to the extent avail-
able, information on the type of technology
used in each classroom, the reason that such
technology works, and the teacher training
that is conducted in conjunction with the
technology.

(b) DEADLINE FOR COMPLETION.—The study
evaluation required by subsection (a) shall
be completed not later than one year after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(c) DEFINITION OF TECHNOLOGY.—In this
section, the term ‘‘technology’’ has the
meaning given that term in section 3113(11)
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 6813(11)).

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Science Foundation for the pur-
pose of conducting the study evaluation re-
quired by subsection (a), $600,000.
SEC. 8. TEACHER TECHNOLOGY PROFESSIONAL

DEVELOPMENT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-

tional Science Foundation shall establish a
grant program under which grants may be
made to a State or local educational agency,
a private elementary or middle school, or a
consortium consisting of any combination of
those entities for instruction of teachers for
grades kindergarten through the 12th grade
on the use of information technology in the
classroom. Grants awarded under this sec-
tion shall be used for training teachers to
use—

(1) classroom technology, including hard-
ware, software, communications tech-
nologies, and laboratory equipment; or

(2) specific technology for science, mathe-
matics, engineering or technology instruc-
tion, including data acquisition, modeling,
visualization, simulation, and numerical
analysis.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
the National Science Foundation to carry
out this section $10,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2003.
SEC. 9. SCIENCE, MATHEMATICS, ENGINEERING,

AND TECHNOLOGY BUSINESS EDU-
CATION CONFERENCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Director of the National Science Founda-
tion shall convene the first of an annual 3- to
5-day conference for kindergarten through
the 12th grade science, mathematics, engi-
neering, and technology education stake-
holders, including—

(1) representatives from Federal, State,
and local governments, private industries,
private businesses, and professional organi-
zations;

(2) educators;
(3) science, mathematics, engineering, and

technology educational resource providers;
(4) students; and
(5) any other stakeholders the Director de-

termines would provide useful participation
in the conference.

(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the con-
ference convened under subsection (a) shall
be to—

(1) identify and gather information on ex-
isting science, mathematics, engineering,
and technology education programs and re-
source providers, including information on
distribution, partners, cost assessment, and
derivation;

(2) determine the extent of any existing co-
ordination between providers of curricular
activities, initiatives, and units; and

(3) identify the common goals and dif-
ferences among the participants at the con-
ference.

(c) REPORT AND PUBLICATION.—At the con-
clusion of the conference the Director of the
National Science Foundation shall—

(1) transmit to the Committee on Science
of the House of Representatives and to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation of the Senate a report on the
outcome and conclusions of the conference,
including an inventory of curricular activi-
ties, initiatives, and units, the content of the
conference, and strategies developed that
will support partnerships and leverage re-
sources; and

(2) ensure that a similar report is published
and distributed as widely as possible to
stakeholders in science, mathematics, engi-
neering, and technology education.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
the National Science Foundation to carry
out this section—

(1) $300,000 for fiscal year 2001; and
(2) $200,000 for each of fiscal years 2002 and

2003.
SEC. 10. GRANTS FOR DISTANCE LEARNING.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation may make com-
petitive, merit-based awards to develop part-
nerships for distance learning of science,
mathematics, engineering, and technology
education to a State or local educational
agency or to a private elementary, middle,
or secondary school, under any grant pro-
gram administered by the Director using
funds appropriated to the National Science
Foundation for activities in which distance
learning is integrated into the education
process in grades kindergarten through the
12th grade.

(b) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
the National Science Foundation to carry
out this section $5,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2003.
SEC. 11. SCHOLARSHIPS TO PARTICIPATE IN CER-

TAIN RESEARCH ACTIVITIES.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The President, acting

through the National Science Foundation,
shall provide scholarships to teachers at pub-
lic and private schools in grades kinder-
garten through the 12th grade in order that
such teachers may participate in research
programs conducted at private entities or
Federal or State government agencies. The
purpose of such scholarships shall be to pro-
vide teachers with an opportunity to expand
their knowledge of science, mathematics, en-
gineering, technology, and research tech-
niques.

(b) REQUIREMENTS.—In order to be eligible
to receive a scholarship under this section, a
teacher described in subsection (a) shall be
required to develop, in conjunction with the
private entity or government agency at
which the teacher will be participating in a
research program, a proposal to be submitted
to the President describing the types of re-
search activities involved.

(c) PERIOD OF PROGRAM.—Participation in
a research program in accordance with this
section may be for a period of one academic
year or two sequential summers.

(d) USE OF FUNDS.—The Director may only
use funds for purposes of this section for sal-
aries of scholarship recipients, administra-
tive expenses (including information dis-
semination, direct mailing, advertising, and
direct staff costs for coordination and ac-
counting services), expenses for conducting
an orientation program, relocation expenses,
and the expenses of conducting final selec-
tion interviews.

(e) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated for
the National Science Foundation to carry
out this section $5,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2003.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H10613October 24, 2000
SEC. 12. EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY UTILIZA-

TION EXTENSION ASSISTANCE.
(a) PURPOSE.—The purpose of this section

is to improve the utilization of educational
technologies in elementary and secondary
education by creating an educational tech-
nology extension service based at under-
graduate institutions of higher education.

(b) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Extension services such as the Manufac-
turing Extension Partnership and the Agri-
cultural Extension Service have proven to be
effective public/private partnerships to inte-
grate new technologies and to improve utili-
zation of existing technologies by small to
medium sized manufacturers and the United
States agricultural community.

(2) Undergraduate institutions of higher
education working with nonprofit organiza-
tions and State and Federal agencies can tai-
lor educational technology extension pro-
grams to meet specific local and regional re-
quirements.

(3) Undergraduate institutions of higher
education, often with the assistance of the
National Science Foundation, have for the
past 20 years been integrating educational
technologies into their curricula, and as
such they can draw upon their own experi-
ences to advise elementary and secondary
school educators on ways to integrate a vari-
ety of educational technologies into the edu-
cational process.

(4) Many elementary and secondary school
systems, particularly in rural and tradition-
ally underserved areas, lack general infor-
mation on the most effective methods to in-
tegrate their existing technology infrastruc-
ture, as well as new educational technology,
into the educational process and curriculum.

(5) Most Federal and State educational
technology programs have focused on acquir-
ing educational technologies with less em-
phasis on the utilization of those tech-
nologies in the classroom and the training
and infrastructural requirements needed to
efficiently support those types of tech-
nologies. As a result, in many instances, the
full potential of educational technology has
not been realized.

(6) Our global economy is increasingly reli-
ant on a workforce not only comfortable
with technology, but also able to integrate
rapid technological changes into the produc-
tion process. As such, in order to remain
competitive in a global economy, it is imper-
ative that we maintain a work-ready labor
force.

(7) According to ‘‘Teacher Quality: A Re-
port on the Preparation and Qualifications of
Public School Teachers’’, prepared by the
Department of Education, only one in five
teachers felt they were well prepared to
work in a modern classroom.

(8) The most common form of professional
development for teachers continues to be
workshops that typically last no more than
one day and have little relevance to teach-
ers’ work in the classroom.

(9) A 1998 national survey completed by the
Department of Education found that only 19
percent of teachers had been formally
mentored by another teacher, and that 70
percent of these teachers felt that this col-
laboration was very helpful to their teach-
ing.

(c) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—
(1) GENERAL AUTHORITY.—The Director of

the National Science Foundation, in co-
operation with the Secretary of Education
and the Director of the National Institute of
Standards and Technology, is authorized to
provide assistance for the creation and sup-
port of regional centers for the utilization of
educational technologies (hereinafter in this
section referred to as ‘‘ETU Centers’’).

(2) FUNCTIONS OF CENTERS.—

(A) ESTABLISHMENT.—ETU Centers may be
established at any institution of higher edu-
cation, but such centers may include the
participation of nonprofit entities, organiza-
tions, or groups thereof.

(B) OBJECTIVES OF CENTERS.—The objective
of the ETU Centers is to enhance the utiliza-
tion of educational technologies in elemen-
tary and secondary education through—

(i) advising elementary and secondary
school administrators, school boards, and
teachers on the adoption and utilization of
new educational technologies and the utility
of local schools’ existing educational tech-
nology assets and infrastructure;

(ii) participation of individuals from the
private sector, universities, State and local
governments, and other Federal agencies;

(iii) active dissemination of technical and
management information about the use of
educational technologies; and

(iv) utilization, where appropriate, of the
expertise and capabilities that exist in Fed-
eral laboratories and Federal agencies.

(C) ACTIVITIES OF CENTERS.—The activities
of the ETU Centers shall include the fol-
lowing:

(i) The active transfer and dissemination of
research findings and ETU Center expertise
to local school authorities, including school
administrators, school boards, and teachers.

(ii) The training of teachers in the integra-
tion of local schools existing educational
technology infrastructure into their instruc-
tional design.

(iii) The training and advising of teachers,
administrators, and school board members in
the acquisition, utilization, and support of
educational technologies.

(iv) Support services to teachers, adminis-
trators, and school board members as agreed
upon by ETU Center representatives and
local school authorities.

(v) The advising of teachers, administra-
tors, and school board members on current
skill set standards employed by private in-
dustry.

(3) PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION.—
(A) PROPOSED RULES.—The Director of the

National Science Foundation, after consulta-
tion with the Secretary of Education and the
Director of the National Institute of Stand-
ards and Technology, shall publish in the
Federal Register, within 90 days after the
date of the enactment of this section, pro-
posed rules for the program for establishing
ETU Centers, including—

(i) a description of the program;
(ii) the procedures to be followed by appli-

cants;
(iii) the criteria for determining qualified

applicants; and
(iv) the criteria, including those listed in

this section, for choosing recipients of finan-
cial assistance under this section from
among qualified applicants.

(B) FINAL RULES.—The Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation shall publish final
rules for the program under this section
after the expiration of a 30-day comment pe-
riod on such proposed rules.

(4) ELIGIBILITY AND SELECTION.—
(A) APPLICATIONS REQUIRED.—Any under-

graduate institution of higher education,
consortium of such institutions, nonprofit
organizations, or groups thereof may submit
an application for financial support under
this section in accordance with the proce-
dures established under this section. In order
to receive assistance under this section, an
applicant shall provide adequate assurances
that the applicant will contribute 50 percent
or more of the proposed Center’s capital and
annual operating and maintenance costs.

(B) SELECTION.—The Director of the Na-
tional Science Foundation, in conjunction
with the Secretary of Education and the Di-
rector of the National Institute of Standards

and Technology, shall subject each applica-
tion to competitive, merit review. In making
a decision whether to approve such applica-
tion and provide financial support under this
section, the Director of the National Science
Foundation shall consider at a minimum—

(i) the merits of the application, particu-
larly those portions of the application re-
garding the adaption of training and edu-
cational technologies to the needs of par-
ticular regions;

(ii) the quality of service to be provided;
(iii) the geographical diversity and extent

of service area, with particular emphasis on
rural and traditionally underdeveloped
areas; and

(iv) the percentage of funding and amount
of in-kind commitment from other sources.

(C) EVALUATION.—Each ETU Center which
receives financial assistance under this sec-
tion shall be evaluated during its 3d year of
operation by an evaluation panel appointed
by the Director of the National Science
Foundation. Each evaluation panel shall
measure the involved Center’s performance
against the objectives specified in this sec-
tion. Funding for an ETU Center shall not be
renewed unless the evaluation is positive.

SEC. 13. INTERAGENCY COORDINATION OF
SCIENCE EDUCATION PROGRAMS.

(a) INTERAGENCY COORDINATION COM-
MITTEE.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director of the
Office of Science and Technology Policy
shall establish an interagency committee to
coordinate Federal programs in support of
science and mathematics education at the
elementary and secondary level.

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The membership of the
committee shall consist of the heads, or des-
ignees, of the National Science Foundation,
the Department of Energy, the National Aer-
onautics and Space Administration, the De-
partment of Education, and other Federal
departments and agencies that have pro-
grams directed toward support of elementary
and secondary science and mathematics edu-
cation.

(3) FUNCTIONS.—The committee shall—
(A) prepare a catalog of Federal research,

development, demonstration and other pro-
grams designed to improve elementary and
secondary science or mathematics edu-
cation, including for each program a sum-
mary of its goals and the kinds of activities
supported, a summary of accomplishments
(including evidence of effectiveness in im-
proving student learning), the funding level,
and, for grant programs, the eligibility re-
quirements and the selection process for
awards;

(B) review the programs identified under
subparagraph (A) in order to—

(i) determine the relative funding levels
among support for—

(I) teacher professional development;
(II) curricular materials;
(III) improved classroom teaching prac-

tices;
(IV) applications of computers and related

information technologies; and
(V) other major categories of activities;
(ii) assess whether the balance among

kinds of activities as determined under
clause (i) is appropriate and whether unnec-
essary duplication or overlap among pro-
grams exists;

(iii) assess the degree to which the pro-
grams assist the efforts of State and local
school systems to implement standards-
based reform of science and mathematics
education, and group the programs in the
categories of high, moderate, and low rel-
evance for assisting standards-based reform;
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(iv) for grant programs, identify ways to

simplify the application procedures and re-
quirements and to achieve greater con-
formity among the procedures and require-
ments of the agencies; and

(v) evaluate the adequacy of the assess-
ment procedures used by the departments
and agencies to determine whether the goals
and objectives of programs are being
achieved, and identify the best practices
identified from the evaluation for assess-
ment of program effectiveness; and

(C) monitor the implementation of the
plan developed under subsection (c) and pro-
vide to the Director of the Office of Science
and Technology Policy its findings and rec-
ommendations for modifications to that
plan.

(b) EXTERNAL REVIEW.—The Director of the
National Science Foundation shall enter into
an agreement with the National Research
Council to conduct an independent review of
programs as described in subsection (a)(3)(B)
and to develop findings and recommenda-
tions. The findings and recommendations
from the National Research Council review
of programs shall be reported to the Director
of the Office of Science and Technology Pol-
icy and to the Congress.

(c) EDUCATION PLAN.—
(1) PLAN CONTENTS.—On the basis of the

findings of the review carried out in accord-
ance with subsection (a)(3)(B) and taking
into consideration the findings and rec-
ommendations of the National Research
Council in accordance with subsection (b),
the Director of the Office of Science and
Technology Policy shall prepare a plan for
Federal elementary and secondary science
and mathematics education programs which
shall include—

(A) a strategy to increase the effectiveness
of Federal programs to assist the efforts of
State and local school systems to implement
standards-based reform of elementary and
secondary science and mathematics edu-
cation;

(B) a coordinated approach for identifying
best practices for the use of computers and
related information technologies in class-
room instruction;

(C) the recommended balance for Federal
resource allocation among the major types
of activities supported, including projected
funding allocations for each major activity
broken out by department and agency;

(D) identification of effective Federal pro-
grams that have made measurable contribu-
tions to achieving standards-based science
and mathematics education reform;

(E) recommendations to the departments
and agencies for actions needed to increase
uniformity across the Federal Government
for application procedures and requirements
for grant awards for support of elementary
and secondary science and mathematics edu-
cation; and

(F) dissemination procedures for repli-
cating results from effective programs, par-
ticularly best practices for classroom in-
struction.

(2) CONSULTATION.—The Director shall con-
sult with academic, State, industry, and
other appropriate entities engaged in efforts
to reform science and mathematics edu-
cation as necessary and appropriate for pre-
paring the plan under paragraph (1).

(d) REPORTS.—
(1) INITIAL REPORT.—The Director of the Of-

fice of Science and Technology Policy shall
submit to the Congress, not later than 1 year
after the date of the enactment of this Act,
a report which—

(A) includes the plan described in sub-
section (c)(1);

(B) in accordance with subsection (c)(1)(C),
describes, for each department and agency
represented on the committee established

under subsection (a)(1), appropriate levels of
Federal funding;

(C) includes the catalog prepared under
subsection (a)(3)(A);

(D) includes the findings from the review
required under subsection (a)(3)(B)(iii);

(E) includes the findings and recommenda-
tions of the National Research Council de-
veloped under subsection (b); and

(F) describes the procedures used by each
department and agency represented on the
committee to assess the effectiveness of its
education programs.

(2) ANNUAL UPDATES.—The Director of the
Office of Science and Technology Policy
shall submit to the Congress an annual up-
date, at the time of the President’s annual
budget request, of the report submitted
under paragraph (1), which shall include, for
each department and agency represented on
the committee, appropriate levels of Federal
funding for the fiscal year during which the
report is submitted and the levels proposed
for the fiscal year with respect to which the
budget submission applies.
SEC. 14. SCIENCE, MATHEMATICS, AND ENGI-

NEERING SCHOLARSHIP PROGRAM.
(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Director of

the National Science Foundation is author-
ized to establish a scholarship program to as-
sist graduates of baccalaureate degree pro-
grams in science, mathematics or engineer-
ing, or individuals pursuing degrees in those
fields, to fulfill the academic requirements
necessary to become certified as elementary
or secondary school teachers.

(b) SCHOLARSHIP AMOUNT AND DURATION.—
Each scholarship provided under subsection
(a) shall be in the amount of $5,000 and shall
cover a period of 1 year.

(c) REQUIREMENTS.—
(1) ELIGIBILITY.—Undergraduate students

majoring in science, mathematics, or engi-
neering who are within one academic year of
completion of degree requirements, and indi-
viduals who have received degrees in such
fields, are eligible to receive scholarships
under the program established by subsection
(a).

(2) GUIDELINES, PROCEDURES, AND CRI-
TERIA.—The Director shall establish and pub-
lish application and selection guidelines,
procedures, and criteria for the scholarship
program.

(3) REQUIREMENTS FOR APPLICATIONS.—Each
application for a scholarship shall include a
plan specifying the course of study that will
allow the applicant to fulfill the academic
requirements for obtaining a teaching cer-
tificate during the scholarship period.

(4) WORK REQUIREMENT.—As a condition of
acceptance of a scholarship under this sec-
tion, a recipient shall agree to work as an el-
ementary or secondary school teacher for a
minimum of two years following certifi-
cation as such a teacher or to repay the
amount of the scholarship to the National
Science Foundation.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Science Foundation to carry
out this section $5,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2001, 2002, and 2003.
SEC. 15. GO GIRL GRANTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This section may be
cited as the ‘‘Getting Our Girls Ready for the
21st Century Act (Go Girl Act)’’.

(b) FINDINGS.—Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

(1) Women have historically been underrep-
resented in mathematics, science, and tech-
nology occupations.

(2) Female students take fewer high-level
mathematics and science courses in high
school than male students.

(3) Female students take far fewer ad-
vanced computer classes and tend to take

only the basic data entry and word proc-
essing classes compared to courses that male
students take.

(4) Female students earn fewer bachelors,
masters, and doctoral degrees in mathe-
matics, science, and technology than male
students.

(5) Early career exploration is key to
choosing a career.

(6) Teachers’ attitudes, methods of teach-
ing, and classroom atmosphere affect fe-
males’ interest in nontraditional fields.

(7) Stereotypes about appropriate careers
for females, a lack of female role models, and
a lack of basic career information signifi-
cantly deters girls’ interest in mathematics,
science, and technology careers.

(8) Females consistently rate themselves
significantly lower than males in computer
ability.

(9) By the year 2000, 65 percent of all jobs
will require technological skills.

(10) Limited access is a hurdle faced by fe-
males seeking jobs in mathematics, science,
and technology.

(11) Common recruitment and hiring prac-
tices make extensive use of traditional net-
works that often overlook females.

(c) PROGRAM AUTHORITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Director of the Na-

tional Science Foundation is authorized to
provide grants to and enter into contracts or
cooperative agreements with local edu-
cational agencies and institutions of higher
education to encourage the ongoing interest
of girls in science, mathematics, and tech-
nology and to prepare girls to pursue under-
graduate and graduate degrees and careers in
science, mathematics, or technology.

(2) APPLICATION.—
(A) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible to receive a

grant under this section, a local educational
agency or institution of higher education
shall submit an application to the Director
at such time, in such form, and containing
such information as the Director may rea-
sonably require.

(B) CONTENTS.—The application referred to
in subparagraph (A) shall contain, at a min-
imum, the following:

(i) A specific program description, includ-
ing the content of the program and the re-
search and models used to design the pro-
gram.

(ii) A description of how an eligible entity
will provide for collaboration between ele-
mentary and secondary school programs to
fulfill goals of the grant program.

(iii) An explanation regarding the recruit-
ment and selection of participants.

(iv) A description of the instructional and
motivational activities planned to be used.

(v) An evaluation plan.
(d) USES OF FUNDS FOR ELEMENTARY

SCHOOL PROGRAM.—Under grants awarded
pursuant to subsection (c), funds may be
used for the following:

(1) Encouraging girls in grades 4 and higher
to enjoy and pursue studies in science, math-
ematics, and technology.

(2) Acquainting girls in grades 4 and higher
with careers in science, mathematics, and
technology.

(3) Educating the parents of girls in grades
4 and higher about the difficulties faced by
girls to maintain an interest and desire to
achieve in science, mathematics, and tech-
nology and enlisting the help of the parents
in overcoming these difficulties.

(4) Tutoring in reading, science, mathe-
matics, and technology.

(5) Mentoring relationships, both in-person
and through the Internet.

(6) Paying the costs of attending events
and academic programs in science, mathe-
matics, and technology.

(7) After-school activities designed to en-
courage the interest of girls in grades 4 and
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higher in science, mathematics, and tech-
nology.

(8) Summer programs designed to encour-
age interest in and develop skills in science,
mathematics, and technology.

(9) Purchasing software designed for girls,
or designed to encourage girls’ interest in
science, mathematics, and technology.

(10) Field trips to locations that educate
and encourage girls’ interest in science,
mathematics, and technology.

(11) Field trips to locations that acquaint
girls with careers in science, mathematics,
and technology.

(12) Purchasing and disseminating informa-
tion to parents of girls in grades 4 and higher
that will help parents to encourage their
daughters’ interest in science, mathematics,
and technology.

(e) USES OF FUNDS FOR SECONDARY SCHOOL
PROGRAM.—Under grants awarded pursuant
to subsection (c), funds may be used for the
following:

(1) Encouraging girls in grades 9 and higher
to major in science, mathematics, and tech-
nology in a postsecondary institution.

(2) Providing academic advice and assist-
ance in high school course selection.

(3) Encouraging girls in grades 9 and higher
to plan for careers in science, mathematics,
and technology.

(4) Educating the parents of girls in grades
9 and higher about the difficulties faced by
girls to maintain an interest and desire to
achieve in science, mathematics, and tech-
nology and enlist the help of the parents in
overcoming these difficulties.

(5) Tutoring in science, mathematics, and
technology.

(6) Mentoring relationships, both in-person
and through the Internet.

(7) Paying the costs of attending events
and academic programs in science, mathe-
matics, and technology.

(8) Paying 50 percent of the cost of an in-
ternship in science, mathematics, or tech-
nology.

(9) After-school activities designed to en-
courage the interest of girls in grades 9 and
higher in science, mathematics, and tech-
nology, including the cost of that portion of
a staff salary to supervise these activities.

(10) Summer programs designed to encour-
age interest in and develop skills in science,
mathematics, and technology.

(11) Purchasing software designed for girls,
or designed to encourage girls’ interest in
science, mathematics, and technology.

(12) Field trips to locations that educate
and encourage girls’ interest in science,
mathematics, and technology.

(13) Field trips to locations that acquaint
girls with careers in science, mathematics,
and technology.

(14) Visits to institutions of higher edu-
cation to acquaint girls with college-level
programs in science, mathematics, or tech-
nology, and to meet with educators and fe-
male college students who will encourage
them to pursue degrees in science, mathe-
matics, and technology.

(f) DEFINITION.—In this section the term
‘‘local educational agency’’ has the same
meaning given such term in section 14101 of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801), except that in the
case of Hawaii, the District of Columbia, and
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the term
‘‘local educational agency’’ shall be deemed
to mean the State educational agency.
SEC. 16. GRANT FOR LEARNING COMMUNITY

CONSORTIUM FOR ADVANCEMENT
OF WOMEN, MINORITIES, AND PER-
SONS WITH DISABILITIES IN
SCIENCE, ENGINEERING, AND TECH-
NOLOGY.

The Director of the National Science Foun-
dation may, through a competitive, merit-

based process, provide to a consortium com-
posed of community colleges a grant in an
amount not more than $11,000,000 for the pur-
pose of carrying out a pilot project to pro-
vide support to encourage women, minori-
ties, and persons with disabilities to enter
and complete programs in science, engineer-
ing, and technology.
SEC. 17. USE OF FUNDS FOR PROVIDING RE-

LEASE TIME AND OTHER INCEN-
TIVES.

A recipient of a grant under section 4 or 8
may use funds received through such grant
for expenses related to leave from work (con-
sistent with State law and contractual obli-
gations), and other incentives, to permit and
encourage full-time teachers to participate
in—

(1) professional development activities re-
lating to the use of technology in education;
and

(2) the development, demonstration, and
evaluation of applications of technology in
elementary and secondary education.
SEC. 18. SCIENCE TEACHER EDUCATION.

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.—The Director of
the National Science Foundation may estab-
lish a program to improve the undergraduate
education and in-service professional devel-
opment of science and mathematics teachers
in elementary and secondary schools. Under
the program, competitive awards shall be
made on the basis of merit to institutions of
higher education that offer baccalaureate de-
grees in education, science and mathematics.

(b) PURPOSE OF AWARDS.—Awards made
under subsection (a) shall be for developing—

(1) courses and curricular materials for—
(A) the preparation of undergraduate stu-

dents pursuing education degrees who intend
to serve in elementary or secondary schools
as science or mathematics teachers; or

(B) the professional development of science
and mathematics teachers serving in ele-
mentary and secondary schools; and

(2) educational materials and instructional
techniques incorporating innovative uses of
information technology.

(c) REQUIREMENTS.—The Director shall es-
tablish and publish application and selection
guidelines, procedures, and criteria for the
program established by subsection (a). Pro-
posals for awards under the program shall in-
volve collaborations of education, mathe-
matics, and science faculty and include a
plan for a continued collaboration beyond
the period of the award. In making awards
under this section, the Director shall
consider—

(1) the degree to which courses and mate-
rials proposed to be developed in accordance
with subsection (b) combine content knowl-
edge and pedagogical techniques that are
consistent with hands-on, inquiry-based
teaching, are aligned with established na-
tional science or mathematics standards,
and are based on validated education re-
search findings; and

(2) evidence of a strong commitment by the
administrative heads of the schools and de-
partments, whose faculty are involved in
preparing a proposal to the program, to pro-
vide appropriate rewards and incentives to
encourage continued faculty participation in
the collaborative activity.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated to
the National Science Foundation to carry
out this section $2,000,000 for each of fiscal
years 2001 through 2003.
SEC. 19. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) The terms ‘‘local educational agency’’

and ‘‘State educational agency’’ have the
meanings given such terms in section 14101
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801).

(2) The term ‘‘institution of higher edu-
cation’’ has the meaning given that term by
section 101 of the Higher Education Act of
1965 (20 U.S.C. 1001).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Hall)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks on H.R. 4271.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4271 is the product
of a 2-year effort by the Committee to
examine the disappointing state of K–
12 math and science education in the
United States.

As we are all aware, too many Amer-
ican students are entering the work-
force with an inadequate foundation in
math and science. This bill is an effec-
tive start toward implementing math
and science education so that we may
break the cycle of low achievement in
these important disciplines.

H.R. 4271, introduced by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS),
vice chairman of the Committee on
Science, addresses the problem by fo-
cusing on teachers. The bill would au-
thorize several creative programs to
provide teachers with the tools they
need to excel in the classroom.

For example, the bill provides for
technology training specifically for
teachers. Unfortunately, it is currently
the case that many teachers lack suffi-
cient training in the use of technology
in the classroom. Additionally, these
teachers often lose when administra-
tors are forced to choose to dedicate
funds between teacher training and
hardware and software for students.

The bill authorizes the program just
for teachers so that they will have the
opportunity to secure this training. In
addition, the bill incorporates the
input of many Members on both sides
of the aisle.

I am pleased that the House is con-
sidering the bill today that brings to-
gether so many positive ideas that will
help America’s students.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS) for all his hard
work in producing a bill that deserves
strong bipartisan support.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to rise in
support of H.R. 4271, the National
Science Education Act. This is a bipar-
tisan bill that incorporate ideas from
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Members on both sides of the aisle. It
has widespread support from science
educators and support from the indus-
try.

H.R. 4271 is focused on a problem of
great importance to the future of the
Nation, that is, improvement of
science, math, and technology edu-
cation in elementary and secondary
schools.

The important role of science edu-
cation to our future well-being is wide-
ly understood. An informed citizenry
and a full pipeline of future scientists
and engineers will depend on the qual-
ity of science and math education.

I want to congratulate the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Chairman SENSEN-
BRENNER) for his efforts to move the
bill forward for floor consideration
today. I also want to acknowledge the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
EHLERS), the vice chairman of the
Committee, and the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON),
the ranking Democratic member of the
Subcommittee on Basic Research, for
all of their hard work on conducting
the series of committee hearings that
have provided the basis for this bill and
on development of this legislation.

The programs established by H.R.
4271 will address serious deficiencies in
preparation and professional develop-
ment of K–12 science and math teach-
ers. The bill will provide new partner-
ships between schools and businesses to
encourage greater student interest in
science and in technology. And the bill
will help to develop more effective cur-
ricular materials, including the explo-
ration of ways to deploy education
technologies more effectively.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the programs
authorized by the National Science
Foundation by H.R. 4271 will go a long
way to improve K–12 science education
in all of our schools. There is no more
important goal to ensure the Nation’s
future prosperity and well-being.

I commend the measure to the House
and urge its passage.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), the au-
thor of this bill.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, we have a major na-
tional problem. We have a booming
economy which arose out of develop-
ments in science and technology, and
we are all enjoying the fruits of that
economic boom. At the same time, we
do not have the workforce to manage
the boom and to keep it going.

There are several evidences of that.
Number one, compared to other devel-
oped countries, we are at the bottom or
near to the bottom in terms of the
mathematics and science education
student achievements of our high
school graduates.

The second point: if my colleagues
would visit the graduate schools of
science and engineering in this Nation,

they will find that over half of the
graduate students are from other coun-
tries, because our students cannot
compete with those students from
other countries.

Another factor is that every year the
science and technology industry comes
to us and says, will you please allow
more immigrants into our Nation with
the scientific and technological capa-
bility to fill the need that we have.
And just 2 weeks ago we approved a bill
to allow another 200,000 immigrants
into this Nation to fill that need.

We have 365,000 open scientific and
technical jobs in the United States,
and we do not have people qualified to
fill those jobs.

We must either allow those from
other countries in, or employers will
move the jobs offshore to take advan-
tage of the people there.

We have to address this problem. If
we want to continue to enjoy the fruits
of this economic boom, we have to
produce students and adults who are
educated in science and math. And I
am not talking just about scientists
and engineers. Today they need to
know high school physics and algebra
in order to get a job as a mechanic in
a major auto service shop. And this ap-
plies to most jobs in society today. We
must have better training in science
and technology for our students.

This bill is an attempt to do that.
The need for this was demonstrated in
the Science Policy Statement that I
developed with the help of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) 2 years ago and which was
adopted by the Committee on Science
and by the full House. We have con-
ducted further hearings during the past
2 years to examine this educational
need, consider solutions, and arrive at
a bill that would actually meet and
solve the problem.

In addition to that, the Glenn Com-
mission, which was appointed by the
Secretary of Education, has been meet-
ing for 2 years, and just a few weeks
ago released its report. Its rec-
ommendations parallel almost exactly
what we are trying to do in this bill
and some companion bills that have
been introduced.

We must have a knowledgeable and
well-prepared teacher in every class-
room. That is the effort of this bill, to
provide training for those teachers al-
ready in the classroom who have not
received adequate math and science
training in their college or university
work, and bill will provide opportuni-
ties to educate them.

Let me make it clear, I am not fault-
ing the teachers for the problem. In
every classroom I visited, and I have
been in many in my lifetime, teachers
are eager to teach math and science
properly; but they have not been given
the proper training or background, and
they desperately want it. Through this
bill, we have provided ways for them to
have that training.

b 1415
In addition, this bill provides for a

master teacher program, under which

grants would be given to schools. These
schools could use those funds to hire
teachers who would have, in addition
to their teaching responsibilities which
are assigned by the school, other re-
sponsibilities to deal with equipment
maintenance, instruction of teachers,
in-service training of teachers, mainte-
nance of equipment, outlining cur-
ricula, perhaps developing curricula
and acquainting the teachers with all
of the ramifications of it.

This master teacher program is a key
part of the bill. It has been the most
widely applauded portion of the bill.

In addition to that, the bill contains
a teacher scholarship program so that
teachers will be able to go elsewhere
and benefit from work experience or
scientific research in laboratories, in
businesses or in other ways. They are
professionals, and they need the oppor-
tunity to follow their professional pro-
grams and ideals.

We have also included some other
bills that were introduced and referred
to the Committee on Science. For ex-
ample, the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) had in-
troduced an excellent bill, which pro-
vides a pilot program to encourage pri-
vate sector contributions and involve-
ment in information technology pro-
grams in the neediest high schools. It
is an excellent bill, and I was pleased
to incorporate that bill in this one.

In addition, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. BARCIA) introduced a
bill which authorizes an educational
technology extension service based in
intermediate school districts, which
will allow the schools to benefit from
the expertise of the centralized agen-
cies and personnel.

This bill was reported out of the
Committee on Science with a unani-
mous vote and has received bipartisan
support from the beginning. I am
pleased that we have received support
from members of the Committee on
Science, from the members of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, Committee
on Education and the Workforce and
from Members of leadership. There are
currently 118 cosponsors for this bill. It
has widespread support in this Con-
gress. Eighteen of those cosponsors are
from the committee on education; 36
from the Committee on Science.

Teachers will be positively affected
by this bill. Our Nation’s teachers and
students will be one step closer to re-
ceiving the support they so deserve
with this effort.

I want to close this by thanking the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SEN-
SENBRENNER) for the tremendous sup-
port he has given me in the effort on
this bill, and also the help the House
leadership has provided. I urge the
House to approve this bill.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 6 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON).

(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas asked and was given permission
to revise and extend her remarks.)



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H10617October 24, 2000
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise to speak on
H.R. 4271 and want to express my ap-
preciation for the leadership to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS)
and the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
HALL) and the efforts of other com-
mittee members.

After a comprehensive effort and a
set of hearings of the Committee on
Science organized by the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), which ex-
amined all aspects of K–12 science and
math education, we finally did come to
an agreement on a comprehensive bill,
a bill that incorporates a range of pro-
posals from several Members on both
sides of the aisle and addresses ways to
improve teacher training, develops
more effective educational materials
and teaching practices to improve stu-
dent learning and establishes programs
to attract more women and minorities
to careers in science and technology.

I am concerned, however, about a
provision that allows grants to private
elementary and middle schools. I sup-
port the provisions of 4271, but I have a
concern about the constitutionality of
this provision. I am simply dis-
appointed that the majority party
would allow an unconstitutional provi-
sion in section 4 of H.R. 4271 to author-
ize a grant program at the National
Science Foundation for competitive
awards to public and private elemen-
tary and middle schools to hire master
science teachers.

I fully realize that every school needs
these teachers, but we simply cannot
spend public dollars on private schools
in elementary and secondary levels for
these schools to hire master teachers.
We know that in these private schools,
they have smaller classes, they are
easier students to teach; and so con-
sequently we feel that the master
teachers probably would gravitate to
these private schools. Who would
blame them?

Despite the efforts to try to remove
this provision, it is still here; and we
need a clean bill because we need the
provisions otherwise of this bill. This
section and only this section is the
cause of much of my concern to the
once highly supported bill by both
sides of the aisle.

Mr. Speaker, section 4 is clearly un-
constitutional on the basis of a Su-
preme Court decision in Lemon v.
Kurtzman. In that case, the Court dis-
allowed a State program for providing
salary supplements to teachers in pri-
vate schools.

Mr. Speaker, what we have today is
simply an effort to get public dollars
funneled into private schools. We sim-
ply must not do that in this body. The
precedent set by this case is what we
should follow today. The Court knew
then, just as we know today, that im-
plementation of a provision like this
would serve to endanger this entire
bill.

As stated before, it was highly supported by
both sides of the aisle. H.R. 4271 incorporated
the Mathematics and Science Proficiency Part-

nership Act, a bill that I introduced last year.
My legislation is a targeted measure. It seeks
to bring schools with large populations of eco-
nomically disadvantaged students together in
partnership with businesses to improve
science and math education and to recruit and
support students in undergraduate education
in science and technology fields.

Before realizing the intentions of Section 4,
I was also pleased that the bill included a pro-
vision I offered in Committee to establish a
formal coordination and planning mechanism
for federal K–12 science education programs.

Mr. Speaker, the nation must take advan-
tage of the human resource potential of all our
citizens if we are to succeed in the inter-
national economic competition of the 21st cen-
tury. Just as other members, I would like to
see the good provisions of H.R. 4271 imple-
mented, but I can not justify to the 30th district
of Texas and to the American people support
of such legislation that risks being struck down
because of the unconstitutional provision. The
American people can only benefit if we pass
a bill that is constitutional and speaks to the
welfare of all Americans. This can only be
done without the inclusion of Section 4. We
need reform efforts in science and math edu-
cation that will engage and cultivate the inter-
est of all children, not efforts that will put the
grant application to hire master science teach-
ers at risk by providing funding to private
schools—yielding unconstitutional results.

Indeed, H.R. 4271 addresses many aspects
of K–12 science and math education that
plague our schools. At the same time, H.R.
4271 unconstitutionally serves to deny public
schools the opportunities to become techno-
logically savvy in this increasingly techno-
logical world. Due to the unconstitutional sec-
tion of this legislation, I urge my colleagues to
correct this provision so that we can get the
other provisions of the bill going. It is long
overdue.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, I would like to en-
gage the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. EHLERS) in a colloquy to be sure
that we can correct this provision in
this bill before it goes into final print.
If this can happen, I wholeheartedly
support this bill.

Could the gentleman assure me that
the language that provides grants to
private schools that are publicly sup-
ported could be corrected before the
final language of the bill?

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
Michigan.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, let me
clarify this issue. First of all, this is
typical language that we have incor-
porated in this bill. We are not break-
ing new ground. The National Science
Foundation at present does give grants
to private schools. Let me also clarify
that private schools does not mean rich
preparatory schools, as many people
think, and does not necessarily mean
religious schools. In my city in Grand
Rapids, we have a private school that
serves students in the inner city, and
survives through my extensive fund-
raising. It operates on a poverty shoe-
string. Most of its students are from

minority groups. So private schools
can include many different types.

Be that as it may, note that the let-
ter that has been circulated saying
that this program may raise a con-
stitutional question, is based on a 1971
Supreme Court decision which has been
superseded by several other decisions,
and I think this issue deserves consid-
erable study before one could conclude
that there is a constitutional problem.

Secondly, if we read the bill carefully
we note the grants provide for develop-
ment or implementation of science,
mathematics, engineering or technical
curricula in classroom assistance; au-
thority over hands-on inquiry mate-
rials, equipment and supplies; men-
toring other teachers or fulfilling any
leadership role and professional devel-
opment, including training other mas-
ter teachers or other teachers or devel-
oping or implementing professional de-
velopment programs. Nowhere in here
does it say that they will be teaching
children.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. I thank the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS) very much for
his response. I guess the commitment
that I want is that if it is determined
to be unconstitutional, could the lan-
guage be made so that if it is deter-
mined to be unconstitutional then we
can remove this provision? Because we
need the rest of this bill, and we need
it rapidly. I have been pleading for this
for over 2 years to move forward, but
what I do not want to do is dilute pub-
lic dollars further in supporting private
schools when we so desperately need
special areas, especially students in
areas where it is difficult to attract
master teachers, it is difficult to have
smaller classes, it is even difficult to
have the classes wired as they should
be for today’s education. I need that
assurance.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I respectfully disagree
with the assertions that have been
made that the section in question is
unconstitutional. The gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON) cites a 1971 U.S. Supreme Court
case. There have been two more recent
cases, Agostini v. Felton in 1997 and
Mitchell v. Helms earlier this year that
clarified the Lemon v. Kurtzman test.
Basically, it said that a statute similar
to what is being proposed here is con-
stitutional if it does not result in reli-
gious indoctrination, it does not define
its recipients by reference to religion
and it does not create excessive entan-
glement between government and reli-
gion. In each of these three instances,
the statute does not do so.

There has been a Presidential award
program that has been on the books
since 1983 where each year the National
Science Foundation recommends to the
President 107 math teachers and 107
science teachers from around the coun-
try to receive an award which is a
$7,500 grant to the school where the
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teacher teaches. That is open to both
public schools and private schools.

I have a list of recent awardees, and
I would like to read some of them to
show that the President has directed
money from the NSF to private
schools. One of the awardees is Ms.
Barbara Day Bass of St. Catherine’s
School in Richmond, Virginia. Another
is sister Elizabeth C. Graham of Christ
the King High School in Middle Vil-
lage, New York; Sister Ellen Callaghan
of Mount Carmel High School in Essex,
Maryland; Ms. Claire Anne Baker of
Brebeuf Jesuit Preparatory School of
Indianapolis, Indiana; Ms. Carole Ben-
nett of the Jesuit High School in
Tampa, Florida; and even Mr. David
Stuart Wood of the Sidwell Friends
School of Washington, D.C., which I be-
lieve is attended by the son of Vice
President GORE.

Now, this program has been working
very well on the executive level for 17
years, and no one has raised the ques-
tion that these types of awards violate
the establishment clause of the United
States Constitution. As a matter of
fact, during all of the hearings that the
Committee on Science had on this bill
and during the markup, no one raised
the issue as well. It was only a couple
of nights ago that somebody started
calling around saying that this provi-
sion was unconstitutional.

Well, first of all, the Congress does
not make constitutional determina-
tions. That can only be made by the
Court and usually by the Supreme
Court of the United States. I think
that there is a sufficient question on
the constitutionality that we should
not pull this provision out of the bill,
particularly because it would set such
a precedent that the existing award
program that had been going on by the
NSF would be called into question as
well. But also it is a standard rule of
statutory construction that sections
that are declared unconstitutional are
severable if they can be severed from
the rest of the bill. So I think that the
concern of the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) is
really unfounded.

Constitutional and precedential ques-
tions aside, what we should be saying
here is that it should not make any dif-
ference whether a teacher teaches at a
public school or a private school in
terms of the benefits of getting better
math and science education in the
classroom, because it is the students in
those classrooms that are going to ben-
efit from better teachers and more mo-
tivated teachers. I do not think we
should leave the children who happen
to go to private schools behind with
these kinds of grants, just as the Presi-
dent has not left children who are
taught by teachers in private schools
behind in making the awards pursuant
to the 1983 law.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, good
grief. Here we go again. Members from
both sides of the aisle joined together
to craft a good bipartisan bill, the Na-
tional Science Education Act, a bill
that addresses an important national
need which is improving science edu-
cation.
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A bill that includes many innovative
programs, such as my ‘‘Go Girl’’ initia-
tive, which encourages girls to study
and pursue careers in math, science,
engineering and technology.

The Democrats on the Committee on
Science and the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce had to fight
really hard to convince the Repub-
licans on the Committee on Education
and the Workforce to let ‘‘Go Girl’’
stay in the bill, and we prevailed, and
the bill is better because of that.

But H.R. 4271 still includes a poison
pill, a poison pill that no Member who
cares about public education in Amer-
ica wants to vote for. In section 4, H.R.
4271 will give Federal funds directly to
private and religious schools to hire
teachers. This appears to violate our
Constitution, and it absolutely takes
precious dollars away from public
schools.

It would be easy to change this provi-
sion. In fact, our colleagues on the
other side of the aisle were asked to do
just that before the bill came before us
today on the floor, but they have re-
fused.

So with regret for the students and
the public schools that could benefit
from the good programs in this bill, I
cannot support H.R. 4271, unless the
section 4 language regarding private
schools is corrected.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. WOOLSEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, did the gentlewoman vote for a bill
as a Member of the Committee on
Science?

Ms. WOOLSEY. Yes, sir, I did.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. If the gen-

tlewoman would further yield, did the
gentlewoman propose an amendment
during Committee on Science consider-
ation to remove the section that she
objects to now?

Ms. WOOLSEY. I did not, until it
came to my attention more clearly.
You know how fast we shoved that
through the committee, because each
of us that had things, like my ‘‘Go
Girl’’ bill, and I was very, very seri-
ously concentrating on that.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. If the gen-
tlewoman would yield for one further
question, does the gentlewoman feel
that President Clinton made a mistake
in awarding the 7,500 grants in the
PAEMST program to representatives
and teachers of private schools that I
mentioned?

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I would like to say
that this gentlewoman supports public
education. I am not against private
schools, I have no problem with reli-
gious schools; but our public schools
are underfunded, and to take anything
away from the funding of public
schools at this time is a huge, grave
mistake. If we vote on this later today,
on H.R. 4271, I urge my colleagues who
care about public education in America
to do the same and vote against this
bill.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT).

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Texas for yielding me
time.

I want to thank my colleague, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
EHLERS), for his work on this impor-
tant issue, improving math and science
education in this country. We know
that our economic competitiveness as a
Nation depends on our ability to com-
pete in the area of education.

Unfortunately, in Virginia there are
tens of thousands of jobs going vacant
because we cannot find the qualified
workers in the area of technology.
Businesses cannot therefore expand
until they find the qualified workers,
and localities trying to recruit busi-
nesses cannot recruit those businesses
because of the shortage of techno-
logically qualified workers.

So, Mr. Speaker, while I think this
bill goes in the right direction because
it improves science, math and techno-
logical education in our schools, I, too,
am concerned about section 4 in the
bill involving master teachers. That
section directs the National Science
Foundation to give direct grants to en-
tities, including private schools, to
hire master teachers. This provision is
not only constitutionally suspect, but
also provides for a dangerous precedent
for Federal education programs.

Under current law, private schools
can now participate in professional de-
velopment activities and may partici-
pate in consortia or partnerships that
receive Federal grants. But we have
never given them direct grants to hire
teachers. Direct grants are even more
constitutionally suspect than vouch-
ers, because this bill allows direct
funding to private religious schools.

Now, some of the voucher programs
pretend to have the benefit going to
the student, not to the school; but
there is not that fiction in this bill.
This money goes directly to private re-
ligious schools.

It should be noted that private reli-
gious schools would be able to dis-
criminate on the basis of religion when
they hire teachers with Federal funds,
and that is particularly absurd on a
science bill, to think that a private
school could fire a master teacher,
hired with Federal funds, because that
master teacher it was found believed in
evolution, if teaching evolution is in-
consistent with the teaching and te-
nets of the private religious school.
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Now, although we do not make the

constitutional determinations as Mem-
bers of Congress, I would remind our
Members when we were sworn in, we
did swear to uphold the Constitution.

Even more of a concern is the prece-
dence this provision sets for other Fed-
eral education programs. Should we
give money to private schools to hire
teachers to reduce their class size, to
modernize their schools or to run after-
school programs, when those initia-
tives are woefully underfunded in the
public area?

Mr. Speaker, public funds should ben-
efit public schools, where more than 90
percent of our students go; and, there-
fore, I urge the defeat of this legisla-
tion.

I would also in response to the con-
stitutional arguments include for the
RECORD a memorandum dated October
24, 2000, from the Congressional Re-
search Service.
CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE,

LIBRARY OF CONGRESS,
Washington, DC, October 24, 2000.

MEMORANDUM

To: House Committee on Education and the
Workforce, Attention: Alex Nock

From: David M. Ackerman, Legislative At-
torney, American Law Division

Subject: Establishment Clause Issues Raised
by Master Teacher Grant Program in H.R.
4271
This is in response to your request regard-

ing the constitutional implications of the
‘‘Master Teacher Grant Program’’ that
would be authorized by H.R. 4271. More spe-
cifically, you asked for a brief analysis of the
program’s implications under the establish-
ment of religion clause of the First Amend-
ment. Time limitations prevent an exhaus-
tive analysis, but it is hoped the following
may be helpful.

H.R. 4271 would, inter alia, authorize $50
million for each of the next three fiscal years
for a master teacher program conducted by
the National Science Foundation. Under that
program the NSF could make grants to state
or local educational agencies, a private ele-
mentary or middle school, or a consortium of
any combination of those entities for the
purpose of hiring a master teacher whose re-
sponsibilities could include (1) development
or implementation of science, math, engi-
neering, or technology curricula; (2) pro-
viding in-classroom assistance; (3) managing
materials, equipment, and supplies; (4) men-
toring other teachers; and (5) developing and
implementing professional development pro-
grams for teachers, including other master
teachers. Thus, a private sectarian elemen-
tary or middle school could receive a grant
to hire a master teacher.

The program may raise a constitutional
question under the establishment of religion
clause. Several Supreme Court decisions
have addressed the constitutionality of pub-
lic subsidies of teachers in sectarian elemen-
tary and secondary schools. Most pertinent,
perhaps, is Lemon v. Kurtzman. In that case
the Court held unconstitutional, 7–1, two
state programs subsidizing teachers of sec-
ular subjects in sectarian elementary and
secondary schools. One program provided a
salary supplement of up to 15 percent of the
salary of teachers of secular subjects in pri-
vate elementary schools. The other program
reimbursed private elementary and sec-
ondary schools for the salaries of teachers of
math, modern foreign languages, physical
science, and physical education. The Court
analyzed the programs’ constitutionality
under what is now known as the Lemon test:

First, the statute must have a secular leg-
islative purpose; second, its principal or pri-
mary effect must be one that neither ad-
vances nor inhibits religion . . .; finally, the
statute must not foster ‘‘an excessive entan-
glement with religion.’’

The Court found the programs to have le-
gitimate secular purposes but, without de-
ciding the primary effect question, held
them to foster an ‘‘excessive entanglement
between government and religion’’ and thus
to be unconstitutional under the establish-
ment clause. It stressed that the schools
that benefited from the subsidies had a ‘‘sig-
nificant religious mission and that a sub-
stantial portion of their activities is reli-
giously oriented.’’ The schools were all lo-
cated near parish churches, all displayed nu-
merous religious symbols, all were adminis-
tered by religious authorities, and two-thirds
of the teachers were nuns of various reli-
gious orders. As a consequence, the Court
said, there was a substantial risk that the
subsidized teachers would engage in religious
indoctrination:

We need not and do not assume that teach-
ers in parochial schools will be guilty of bad
faith or any conscious design to evade the
limitations imposed by the statute and the
First Amendment. We simply recognize that
a dedicated religious person, teaching in a
school affiliated with his or her faith and op-
erated to include its tenets, will inevitably
experience great difficulty in remaining reli-
giously neutral. . . . With the best of inten-
tions such a teacher would find it hard to
make a total separation between secular
teaching and religious doctrine.

Because of the ‘‘potential for impermis-
sible fostering of religion,’’ the Court held
that the states would have to engage in an
intrusive monitoring of the teachers’ per-
formance:

The . . . Legislature has not, and could
not, provide state aid on the basis of a mere
assumption that secular teachers under reli-
gious discipline can avoid conflicts. The
State must be certain, given the Religion
Clauses, that subsidized teachers do not in-
culcate religion. . . . A comprehensive, dis-
criminating, and continuing state surveil-
lance will inevitably be required to ensure
that [this] restriction [is] obeyed and the
First Amendment otherwise respected. . . .
These prophylactic contacts will involve ex-
cessive and enduring entanglement between
state and church.

The Court saw an added danger in the pro-
gram reimbursing private sectarian schools
for the salaries of teachers of specified sec-
ular subjects:

The Pennsylvania statute . . . has the fur-
ther defect of providing state financial aid
directly to the church-related school. . . .
The history of government grants of a con-
tinuing cash subsidy indicates that such pro-
grams have almost always been accompanied
by varying measures of control and surveil-
lance. The government cash grants before us
now provide no basis for predicting that
comprehensive measures of surveillance and
control will not follow. In particular, the
government’s post-audit power to inspect
and evaluate a church-related school’s finan-
cial records and to determine which expendi-
tures are religious and which are secular cre-
ates an intimate and continuing relationship
between church and state.

Lemon concerned the public subsidy of sec-
tarian school teachers. In 1975 in Meek v.
Pittenger the Court extended its reasoning
to a program in which public school teachers
provided ‘‘auxiliary services’’ to sectarian
school students on the premises of the sec-
tarian schools they attended. The Court
again stressed the religion-pervasive nature
of sectarian elementary and secondary
schools and found that even public school

teachers might engage in the fostering of re-
ligion in such an atmosphere. It said:

‘‘To be sure, auxiliary services personnel,
because not employed by the nonpublic
schools, are not directly subject to the dis-
cipline of a religious authority. But they are
performing important educational services
in schools in which education is an integral
part of the dominant sectarian mission and
in which an atmosphere dedicated to the ad-
vancement of religious belief is constantly
maintained. The potential for impermissible
fostering of religion under these cir-
cumstances, although somewhat reduced, is
nonetheless present. To be certain that aux-
iliary teachers remain religiously neutral, as
the Constitution demands, the State would
have to impose limitations on the activities
of auxiliary personnel and then engage in
some form of continuing surveillance to en-
sure that those restrictions were being fol-
lowed.

Thus, by a margin of 6-3, the Court held
the program to violate the establishment
clause.

A decade later the Court reaffirmed these
views. In Aguilar v. Felton the Court held
unconstitutional, 5-4, New York City’s im-
plementation of Title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. Under the
program public school teachers provided re-
medial and enrichment educational services
to eligible children in private elementary
and secondary schools on the premises of
those schools. The City had set up a system
to monitor the teachers’ performance to en-
sure that they did not engage in religious
teaching. But the Court, again stressing the
religion-pervasive nature of the schools,
found that the monitoring system itself to
create excessive entanglement between the
City and the religious schools:

. . . [T]he supervisory system established
by the City of New York inevitably results in
the excessive entanglement of church and
state. . . .

In the related case of City of Grand Rapids
v. Ball the Court also struck down two
teacher-subsidy programs operated in Grand
Rapids. In the Shared Time program public
school teachers provided remedial and en-
richment instruction to children in sectarian
elementary schools on the premises of those
schools, while in the Community Education
program teachers who were otherwise em-
ployed by the parochial schools were hired
on a part-time basis to provide after-school
extracurricular courses to the students at-
tending those schools. The Court held both
programs to satisfy the secular purpose as-
pect of the Lemon test but to violate its pri-
mary effect prong, but margins of 5–4 and 7–
2, respectively. The Court said the programs
‘‘impermissibly’’ advanced religion in three
ways:

First, the teachers participating in the
programs may become involved in inten-
tionally or inadvertently inculcating par-
ticular religious tenets or beliefs. Second,
the programs may provide a crucial symbolic
link between government and religion,
thereby enlisting—at least in the eyes of im-
pressionable youngsters—the powers of gov-
ernment to the support of the religious de-
nomination operating the school. Third, the
programs may have the effect of directly
promoting religion by impermissibly pro-
viding a subsidy to the primary religious
mission of the institutions attended.

Thus, after Ball the Court viewed programs
subsidizing teachers of secular subjects on
the premises of sectarian schools to violate
both the primary effect and excessive entan-
glement prongs of the Lemon test.

More recently, however, the Court has
begun to retreat from these rulings. In
Agostini v. Felron in 1997 the Court specifi-
cally rejected the conclusions and reasoning
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of Aguilar, Ball, and Meek with respect to
programs in which public school teachers
provide remedial and enrichment services to
eligible children in sectarian elementary and
secondary schools on the premises of those
schools. Agostini again involved New York
City’s implementation on the Title I pro-
gram, but this time the Court held on-prem-
ises instruction by public school personnel to
be constitutional, 5–4. The Court said the as-
sumptions on which Aguilar, Ball, and Meek
were based had been ‘‘undermined’’ by its
more recent church-state jurisprudence. Spe-
cifically, the Court said it had ‘‘abandoned
the presumption . . . That the placement of
public employees on parochial school
grounds inevitably results in the impermis-
sible effect of state-sponsored indoctrination
or constitutes a symbolic union between gov-
ernment and religion.’’ the Court further
said it had ‘‘departed from the rule . . . That
all government aid that directly assists the
educational function of religious schools is
invalid.’’ Finally, the Court states that be-
cause it no longer adhered to the view that
‘‘property instructed public employees will
fail to discharge their duties faithfully’’ and
be tempted to inculcate religion while on pa-
rochial school grounds, it also ‘‘discard[ed]
the assumption that pervasive monitoring of
Title I teachers is required. There is no sug-
gestion in the record before us that unan-
nounced monthly visits of public supervisors
are insufficient to detect inculcation of reli-
gion by public employees. Moreover, we have
not found excessive entanglement in cases in
which States imposed far more onerous bur-
dens on religious institutions than the moni-
toring system at issue here.’’

Most recently, the court further revised its
jurisprudence concerning public aid to sec-
tarian elementary and secondary schools, al-
though the case did not involve teacher sub-
sidies. In Mitchell v. Helms the Court
upheld, 6–3, a program providing instruc-
tional materials and equipment to public
and private schools alike and in so doing
overturned parts of its prior opinions in
Meek v. Pittenger, supra, and Wolman v.
Walter. The Court could agree on no major-
ity opinion. A plurality opinion by Justice
Thomas, joined by Chief Justice Rehnquist
and Justices Scalia and Kennedy, stated that
programs providing aid directly to sectarian
schools are constitutional so long as the aid
is also made available on a neutral basis to
public schools and is secular in nature. The
opinion by Justice O’Connor, joined by Jus-
tice Breyer, averred that the aid also had to
be limited to secular use by the schools after
it was received. But she eschewed the notion
that an intrusive monitoring system was
constitutionally necessary to ensure that
such a restriction was honored. She stated:

‘‘. . . Agostini and the cases on which it re-
lied have undermined the assumptions un-
derlying Meek and Wolman. To be sure,
Agostini only addressed the specific pre-
sumption that public-school employees
teaching on the premises of religious schools
would inevitably inculcate religion. Never-
theless, I believe that our definitive rejec-
tion of that presumption also stood for—or
at least strongly pointed to—the broader
proposition that such presumptions of reli-
gious indoctrination are normally inappro-
priate when evaluating neutral school-aid
programs under the Establishment Clause.
. . . [T]he Court’s willingness to assume that
religious-school instructors will inculcate
religion has not caused us to presume also
that such instructors will be unable to follow
secular use restrictions on the use of text-
books. I would similarly reject any such pre-
sumption regarding the use of instructional
materials and equipment.’’

But Justice O’Connor also took pains to re-
emphasize her position in Ball that ‘‘the reli-

gious-school teacher who works throughout
the day to advance the school’s religious
mission would also do so, at least to some
extent, during the supplemental classes pro-
vided at the end of the day.’’

Thus, it seems clear that the Court’s
church-state jurisprudence is evolving. More
specifically, the Court has abandoned the as-
sumptions that aid to sectarian schools in-
evitably has a primary effect of advancing
the schools’ religious mission and that pub-
lic school teachers will inevitably be tempt-
ed to inculcate religion when they offer in-
structional services on the premises of such
schools. But it has not yet abandoned the
presumption that was key to its decision in
Lemon v. Kurtzman, supra, that the teachers
hired by the sectarian schools themselves
would inevitably engage in such instruction
and that a constitutionally entangling sur-
veillance of such teachers would be essential
if they were publicly subsidized. Lemon v.
Kurtzman, supra, in other words, appears
still to be good law. Moreover, it may also be
material to note that all of the Justices in
their various opinions in Mitchell v. Helms,
supra, emphasized the constitutional dangers
that were inherent in direct grants of money
to sectarian schools. As a consequence, the
Master Teacher program that would be au-
thorized by H.R. 4271 appears to raise a con-
stitutional question.

I hope the foregoing is responsive to your
request. If we may be of additional assist-
ance, please call on us.

I would just read part of it. Lemon v.
Kurtzman was mentioned. CRS sug-
gests that that still appears to be good
law. Moreover, it may be material to
note that all of the justices in their
various opinions in Mitchell v. Helms
emphasized the constitutional dangers
that were inherent in direct grants of
money to sectarian schools. As a con-
sequence, the master teacher program
that would be authorized by H.R. 4271
appears to raise constitutional ques-
tions.

I think they should be considered and
that provision should be taken out of
the bill, so other good portions could
go forward.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I think this precedent
has already been set, and I would like
to read from the National Science
Foundation fact sheet that outlines the
awards that the President of the
United States offers every year. It
says, the presidential award for excel-
lence in mathematics and science
teaching is the Nation’s highest com-
mendation for K–12 math and science
teachers. It recognizes the combination
of sustained and exemplary work, both
in and outside of the classroom. Each
award includes a grant of $7,500 from
the NSF to the recipient school. Win-
ners use the money at their discretion
to promote math and science edu-
cation.

Frequently asked questions: What
are the PAEMST selection criteria?

Answer: The program is open to prac-
ticing public, private and parochial
school teachers with a minimum of 5
years experience.

Then there is a press release attached
to this that says President Clinton has
recognized 214 mathematics and

science teachers for their innovative
and outstanding contributions to their
professions under the presidential
awards for excellence in mathematics
and science teaching programs.

Now, if the gentleman from Vir-
ginia’s argument is valid, then all of
the awards that President Clinton has
passed out in the last 8 years to private
and parochial school teachers, because
they have done a good job in the class-
room, never should have been paid and
are unconstitutional.

What is being proposed in this bill is
patterned after what the President has
done since 1983. The issue of the con-
stitutionality is simple, and that is
whether the funds are used to promote
indoctrination of religion, in this bill
they are not; whether there is a pref-
erence on religious instruction, in this
bill they are not; and whether there is
excessive entanglement between the
government and religion, and in this
bill there is not, just like in the
PAEMST awards that have been given
by the President of the United States.

So I think that the argument that
has been advanced at the 11th hour and
59th minute is really a red herring. We
need to improve math and science edu-
cation in our elementary and sec-
ondary schools. The best way to do
that is to have really motivated teach-
ers that turn the kids on. It should not
make any difference whether those
teachers teach in the public school or
in a nonpublic school, because we
should not leave the children in the
nonpublic schools behind in order to
get better math and science education.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a situation that
sailed through the committee with
input from both sides. It is a good bill.
It is a bill that is endangered now be-
cause some things have been detected
in it, and it is not unlikely that could
happen to any committee or any mem-
ber of the committee.

But we have a problem with it, and
we would have worked it out. I think
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Chair-
man SENSENBRENNER), the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS), the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE BER-
NICE JOHNSON), and, of course, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT) and
others would have worked it out at the
committee level. But that did not hap-
pen.

I am very hopeful that in colloquy
between the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) and the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
EHLERS), they are both highly skilled
in the art of compromise, maybe some-
thing can be worked out with this.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. EDDIE
BERNICE JOHNSON).

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, there is no ques-
tion about any provision in this bill,
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except that provision that allows for
the payment of teachers for private
schools. There is a real difference be-
tween a $7,500 award and paying the
full salary of a teacher for a private
school. That remains a problem in this
bill.

Clearly, this bill needed to move. We
have been holding it up for over 2
years, trying to hear everyone all over
the country, many educators, and we
know the urgency of the provisions of
this bill. But we do not want to risk
the outcome of this bill because of this
provision.

That is where my concern is, and
that is what I would like. If the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. EHLERS)
could assure us that this provision
would not jeopardize this bill and it
could be corrected before it is signed
into law or vetoed or whatever, then I
have no problem with the bill.

We need the other provisions of this
bill to be in law so that we can get the
benefit as quickly as possible.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. I yield to the gentleman from
Michigan.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, there is a
host of questions that have been raised
here at the last minute, and a consider-
able surprise to me, because on this bill
we have held hearings for over a year,
and the bill has been out for almost 2
years.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Not on this provision, but the
last one.

Mr. EHLERS. Let me just try to re-
spond. This provision is, first of all, a
grant to the school, not to the teacher,
so it is not even as far along as the list
that the chairman gave a moment ago.
It is a grant to the school and not to
the teacher.

Secondly, you have to recognize
teachers move from one school to an-
other. Just yesterday I spoke in a
school, and there was a teacher in the
public school who had previously
taught in a religious school in my com-
munity. If you educate or train a
teacher, are you going to say once we
have trained them with Federal money,
they cannot teach in a private school
anymore, even if they were trained
with Federal money while they were in
the public school?

b 1445
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas. Reclaiming my time, Mr.
Speaker, let me just say that we want
the provisions of this bill to go for-
ward. We do not want public dollars to
flow to private schools when we have
such need in public schools.

I need that assurance. This bill is on
suspension. I need to assure a number
of people in this body that this will
happen if this bill is to pass today.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, yes, I am one who
wants the parents to make the decision
as to what type of education their chil-
dren have.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important bill
to get America’s children the type of
technologically adept teachers that
they need to bring themselves into the
21st century. It should not be held up
because we have had 2 years of study
on this, direct hearings and having the
bill open for amendment during the
markup at the Committee on Science.

At no point prior to 48 hours ago
have the objections, such as those
raised by the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON) and the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT)
been brought up.

This bill has widespread support, and
I would like to read off a list of the or-
ganizations that have supported it: the
American Association for Engineering
Education, the American Association
of Engineering Societies, the American
Association of Physics Teachers, the
American Astronomical Society, the
American Chemical Society, the Amer-
ican Physical Society, the American
Society of Mechanical Engineers, Busi-
ness Round Table, Institute of Elec-
trical and Electronic Engineers, Inter-
national Society for Optical Engineer-
ing, International Technology Edu-
cation Association, Jobs for the Fu-
ture, National Academy Of Sciences,
National Alliance of Business, National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics,
National Science Teachers Association,
National Society of Professional Engi-
neers, Optical Society of America, SAE
International and Triangle Coalition
for Mathematics and Science Edu-
cation.

Mr. Speaker, I would implore the
House of Representatives to do the
right thing, to give our kids the tools
to advance into the 21st century and be
able to compete in a globalized econ-
omy. Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of the
bill.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises today in support of H.R. 4271, the Na-
tional Science Education Act, of which he is a
cosponsor.

Through grants to public and private
schools, the National Science Education Act
provides math and science teachers with the
assistance they need in professional develop-
ment and support for the use of hands-on
science materials, and with development in
technology use and integration. It also creates
a national scholarship to reward teacher par-
ticipation in science, math, engineering or
technology research.

In June of this year, this Member was vis-
ited by Mr. Robert Curtright and his wife from
Lincoln, Nebraska. Mr. Curtright, a science
teacher at Lincoln Northeast High School, was
honored as one of the winners of the Presi-
dential Award for Excellence in Mathematics
and Science Teaching Program that is admin-
istered by the National Science Foundation.
The award enables Mr. Curtright to serve as

a role model for his peers in Nebraska and
encourage high quality teachers to enter and
remain in the education field. However, Mr.
Curtright cannot do it alone. Nebraska is cur-
rently facing a great deal of difficulty in recruit-
ing and retaining good quality teachers. This
Member believes that through H.R. 4271,
more teachers will benefit from the additional
resources, enhanced professional develop-
ment as well as professional mentors to recruit
and maintain quality math and science teach-
ers.

Mr. Speaker, this Member encourages his
colleagues to support the National Science
Education Act. Mr. Curtright deserves all of
the help he can get in assisting others in his
profession provide the best math and science
education that children in Nebraska and
throughout the country deserve.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of H.R. 4271, the National Science
Education Act, an important bill that recog-
nizes the need to educate for the future.

I do have some concerns about one part of
the bill that would permit allocation of federal
funds to private schools. I would have pre-
ferred for that to have been omitted. However,
the rest of the bill deserves enactment. So, I
will support sending the bill to the Senate, in
hopes that it will be further improved to the
point that it can be supported without reserva-
tion by anyone.

I’d like to talk specifically about the merits of
one provision, added by an amendment that I
offered, that is designed to encourage would-
be science and math teachers. My amend-
ment authorizes a program of one-year, $5000
scholarships to those with bachelors degrees
in science or engineering, or those nearing
completion of such degrees, to enable them to
take the courses they need to become cer-
tified as K–12 science or math teachers.

Over the last year, the Science Committee
held a series of hearings about the state of
math and science education in this country.
From these hearings and from talking to con-
stituents, students, and educators at home, it
has become crystal clear to me that we have
much work to do to prepare our students to
succeed in the 21st century workplace.

In particular, we’ve been hearing that poor
student performance in science and math has
much to do with the fact that teachers often
have little or no training in the disciplines they
are teaching. While the importance of teacher
expertise in determining student achievement
is widely acknowledged, it is also the case
that significant numbers of K–12 students are
being taught science and math by unqualified
teachers.

The bill includes a number of important pro-
visions to assist teachers, and deserves to
pass. Not only do we need to ensure a high
quality of science and math education for our
students, but we also need to ensure there is
sufficient quantity of trained teachers available
to teach them. My amendment provides an in-
centive for individuals with the content knowl-
edge to try teaching as a career.

Most students emerge from college with a
heavy debt load—and studies have shown
that average debt has tended upward, sine
college tuition costs have been increasing
faster than inflation. So scholarships would be
particularly beneficial for those considering en-
tering the teaching field where starting salaries
are relatively low.

Mr. Speaker, this bill takes some critical
steps to help ensure that we can sustain our
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current economic growth and that our future
workforce will be prepared to succeed in our
increasingly technologically based world.

I urge support for this important legislation.
Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance

of my time.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HANSEN). The question is on the motion
offered by the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 4271, as amended.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas. Mr. Speaker, on that I demand
the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.

f

AMERICAN MUSEUM OF SCIENCE
AND ENERGY

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
pass the bill (H.R. 4940) to designate
the museum operated by the Secretary
of Energy in Oak Ridge, Tennessee, as
the ‘‘American Museum of Science and
Energy’’, and for other purposes, as
amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4940

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
TITLE I—AMERICAN MUSEUM OF SCIENCE

AND ENERGY
SEC. 101. DESIGNATION OF AMERICAN MUSEUM

OF SCIENCE AND ENERGY.
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Museum—
(1) is designated as the ‘‘American Museum

of Science and Energy’’; and
(2) shall be the official museum of science

and energy of the United States.
(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,

map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the Museum is
deemed to be a reference to the ‘‘American
Museum of Science and Energy’’.

(c) PROPERTY OF THE UNITED STATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—The name ‘‘American Mu-

seum of Science and Energy’’ is declared the
property of the United States.

(2) INJUNCTION.—Whoever, except as au-
thorized by the Secretary, uses or reproduces
the name ‘‘American Museum of Science and
Energy’’, or a facsimile or simulation of such
name in such manner as suggests ‘‘American
Museum of Science and Energy’’, may be en-
joined from such use or reproduction at the
suit of the Attorney General upon complaint
by the Secretary.

(3) EFFECT ON OTHER RIGHTS.—This sub-
section shall not be construed to conflict or
interfere with established or vested rights.
SEC. 102. AUTHORITY.

To carry out the activities of the Museum,
the Secretary may—

(1) accept and dispose of any gift, devise, or
bequest of services or property, real or per-
sonal, that is—

(A) designated in a written document by
the person making the gift, devise, or be-
quest as intended for the Museum; and

(B) determined by the Secretary to be suit-
able and beneficial for use by the Museum;

(2) operate a retail outlet on the premises
of the Museum for the purpose of selling or
distributing items (including mementos,
food, educational materials, replicas, and lit-
erature) that are—

(A) relevant to the contents of the Mu-
seum; and

(B) informative, educational, and tasteful;
(3) collect reasonable fees where feasible

and appropriate;
(4) exhibit, perform, display, and publish

materials and information of or relating to
the Museum in any media or place;

(5) consistent with guidelines approved by
the Secretary, lease space on the premises of
the Museum at reasonable rates and for uses
consistent with such guidelines; and

(6) use the proceeds of activities authorized
under this section to pay the costs of the
Museum.
SEC. 103. MUSEUM VOLUNTEERS.

(a) AUTHORITY TO USE VOLUNTEERS.—The
Secretary may recruit, train, and accept the
services of individuals or entities as volun-
teers for services or activities related to the
Museum.

(b) STATUS OF VOLUNTEERS.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in

paragraph (2), service by a volunteer under
subsection (a) shall not be considered Fed-
eral employment.

(2) EXCEPTIONS.—
(A) FEDERAL TORT CLAIMS ACT.—For pur-

poses of chapter 171 of title 28, United States
Code, a volunteer under subsection (a) shall
be treated as an employee of the government
(as defined in section 2671 of that title).

(B) COMPENSATION FOR WORK INJURIES.—For
purposes of subchapter I of chapter 81 of title
5, United States Code, a volunteer described
in subsection (a) shall be treated as an em-
ployee (as defined in section 8101 of title 5,
United States Code).

(c) COMPENSATION.—A volunteer under sub-
section (a) shall serve without pay, but may
receive nominal awards and reimbursement
for incidental expenses, including expenses
for a uniform or transportation in further-
ance of Museum activities.
SEC. 104. DEFINITIONS.

For purposes of this title:
(1) MUSEUM.—The term ‘‘Museum’’ means

the museum operated by the Secretary of
Energy and located at 300 South Tulane Ave-
nue in Oak Ridge, Tennessee.

(2) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’
means the Secretary of Energy or a des-
ignated representative of the Secretary.

TITLE II—NETWORKING AND
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE.
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Networking

and Information Technology Research and
Development Act’’.
SEC. 202. FINDINGS.

The Congress makes the following findings:
(1) Information technology will continue to

change the way Americans live, learn, and
work. The information revolution will im-
prove the workplace and the quality and ac-
cessibility of health care and education and
make Government more responsible and ac-
cessible. It is important that access to infor-
mation technology be available to all citi-
zens, including elderly Americans and Amer-
icans with disabilities.

(2) Information technology is an impera-
tive enabling technology that contributes to
scientific disciplines. Major advances in bio-
medical research, public safety, engineering,
and other critical areas depend on further
advances in computing and communications.

(3) The United States is the undisputed
global leader in information technology.

(4) Information technology is recognized as
a catalyst for economic growth and pros-
perity.

(5) Information technology represents one
of the fastest growing sectors of the United
States economy, with electronic commerce
alone projected to become a trillion-dollar
business by 2005.

(6) Businesses producing computers, semi-
conductors, software, and communications
equipment account for one-third of the total
growth in the United States economy since
1992.

(7) According to the United States Census
Bureau, between 1993 and 1997, the informa-
tion technology sector grew an average of
12.3 percent per year.

(8) Fundamental research in information
technology has enabled the information rev-
olution.

(9) Fundamental research in information
technology has contributed to the creation
of new industries and new, high-paying jobs.

(10) Our Nation’s well-being will depend on
the understanding, arising from fundamental
research, of the social and economic benefits
and problems arising from the increasing
pace of information technology trans-
formations.

(11) Scientific and engineering research
and the availability of a skilled workforce
are critical to continued economic growth
driven by information technology.

(12) In 1997, private industry provided most
of the funding for research and development
in the information technology sector. The
information technology sector now receives,
in absolute terms, one-third of all corporate
spending on research and development in the
United States economy.

(13) The private sector tends to focus its
spending on short-term, applied research.

(14) The Federal Government is uniquely
positioned to support long-term fundamental
research.

(15) Federal applied research in informa-
tion technology has grown at almost twice
the rate of Federal basic research since 1986.

(16) Federal science and engineering pro-
grams must increase their emphasis on long-
term, high-risk research.

(17) Current Federal programs and support
for fundamental research in information
technology is inadequate if we are to main-
tain the Nation’s global leadership in infor-
mation technology.
SEC. 203. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.

(a) NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION.—Sec-
tion 201(b) of the High-Performance Com-
puting Act of 1991 (15 U.S.C. 5521(b)) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘From sums otherwise au-
thorized to be appropriated, there’’ and in-
serting ‘‘There’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘1995; and’’ and inserting
‘‘1995;’’; and

(3) by striking the period at the end and in-
serting ‘‘; $580,000,000 for fiscal year 2000;
$699,300,000 for fiscal year 2001; $728,150,000 for
fiscal year 2002; $801,550,000 for fiscal year
2003; and $838,500,000 for fiscal year 2004.
Amounts authorized under this subsection
shall be the total amounts authorized to the
National Science Foundation for a fiscal
year for the Program, and shall not be in ad-
dition to amounts previously authorized by
law for the purposes of the Program.’’.

(b) NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE AD-
MINISTRATION.—Section 202(b) of the High-
Performance Computing Act of 1991 (15
U.S.C. 5522(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘From sums otherwise au-
thorized to be appropriated, there’’ and in-
serting ‘‘There’’;

(2) by striking ‘‘1995; and’’ and inserting
‘‘1995;’’; and

(3) by striking the period at the end and in-
serting ‘‘; $164,400,000 for fiscal year 2000;
$201,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; $208,000,000 for
fiscal year 2002; $224,000,000 for fiscal year
2003; and $231,000,000 for fiscal year 2004.’’.
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